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Executive Summary 
 
The purpose of the Maine Crime Victimization Survey (MCVS) is to understand the extent of criminal 
victimization in Maine.  This study includes findings from the most recent MCVS and features 
comparisons with other MCVS surveys done in 2006 and 2011.   
Several states do their own crime victimization surveys because findings from the National Crime 
Victimization Survey (NCVS), cannot be analyzed at the state level.  As of July 2014, 14 states had 
developed and administered their own crime victimization surveys.  Utah and Idaho have 
administered their surveys six and four times respectively. 
The MCVS supplements other crime findings, most notably the Department of Public Safety’s annual 
Crime in Maine reports.  What sets the MCVS report apart from other crime reports in Maine is that it 
includes both reported and unreported crimes and the characteristics of both victims and 
offenders. 




 Most Mainers felt safe in their communities:  A total of 91.0% of survey respondents indicated 
that they felt safe in the communities in which they lived.  Likewise, 86.3% of survey 
respondents stated they were not fearful of being the victims of a violent crime. 
 
 Victims of crime felt less safe in their communities:  Only 67.6% of those who were victims of 
violent crime in the past 12 months felt safe in their communities.  Also, 78.1% of respondents 
who reported being the victim of a property crime in the last 12 months felt safe. 
 
 More than two-thirds of survey respondents indicated that law enforcement was doing a good 
job in their communities:  69.1% of respondents indicated that law enforcement was doing a 
good job.  This figure falls to 34.3% for victims of violent crime in the past 12 months and 48.0% 
for victims of property crime in the past 12 months. 
 
 One out of five respondents (20.0%) believed that crime had increased over the past three years:  
Among crime victims, however, the rate was higher—41.7% of violent crime victims believed 
crime in their communities had increased.1   
 
 Mainers feel that drug abuse contributes most to crime:  Over three-quarters of survey 
respondents (79.2%) held this view.  After drugs, respondents identified exposure to domestic 
violence, lack of parental discipline, alcohol, poverty, and the breakdown of family life as 
contributors. 
                                                             
1 According to the 2011 and 2014 Crime in Maine reports, the total number of Index Crimes in Maine fell 20.4% (Maine 
Department of Public Safety; 2011, 2014). 
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Crime Victimization Rates 
 
 
 More than half (54.0%) of all survey respondents reported being victimized in the past 12 
months:  While this rate is higher than previous surveys, it should be noted new victimization 
types were added to the current survey.   
 
 Nearly one in every seven respondents indicated they had been the victim of stalking behavior: 
Unpartnered female respondents (single, divorced or widowed) reported being the recipients 
of unwanted stalking behaviors more than twice as often as women who were married or in a 
relationship (23.9% compared to 9.3%). 
 
 Stalking is often a precursor to other types of victimization: Nearly one in five (19.7%) stalking 
victims was also threatened during the past 12 months.  Stalking victims were more than twice 
as likely as those respondents who were not stalked to be victims of property crime (27.3% 
compared to 13.0%) and more than four times as likely to be victims of a violent crime (12.5% 
compared to 3.1%). 
 
 More than a third of respondents reported being the victim of an identity crime: This rate 
reflects an increase since the last MCVS, although the definition of identity crime was 
expanded in the 2015 survey.  Some of the increase may also be attributed to the large 
number of people who are affected when corporate data breaches occur as well as to the 






Respondents reported the highest victimization rates for identity theft, property crime, 
and stalking. 
Identity Theft 
36.4% of respondents reported being victimized by identity theft in the previous 12 
months. 
Property Crime 
15.1% of respondents reported being victimized by property crime in the previous 12 
months. 
Stalking 
14.4% of respondents reported being the recipient of unwanted behavior that 
constitutes stalking in the previous 12 months. 
  




 Less than a quarter of all incidents were reported to law enforcement:  22.7% of all incidents that 
were reported to interviewers were reported to local law enforcement.  
 
 Less than one in five victims (18.0%) said they were informed of their rights as crime victims by law 
enforcement or another entity:  When analysis is restricted to those victims who reported their 
victimizations to police, the rate of victims told of their rights increases to 36.2%. 
 
 Approximately one out of every ten crime victims (10.6%) reported that they believed they were 
targeted due to their race, gender, religion, sexual orientation, or identity:  Among those victims 
who identified themselves as hate crime victims, 85.5% reported more than one type of crime 
perpetrated against them.  On average, hate crime victims reported 2.4 types of victimization in 





 Younger respondents were nearly 4 times more likely to be victim of a violent crime:  For those 
34 years of age and younger, the violent crime victimization rate was 9.9% compared to 2.5% for 
those 35 and older. Likewise, younger respondents were nearly 3 times more likely (14.0% to 
4.7%) to report being threatened with physical harm. 
 
 Respondents from households with income of less than $25,000 were more likely to be stalked:  
At 18.5%, respondents who reported the lowest incomes—less than $25,000—were more likely 
to experience stalking than those from the highest income range of $100,000 or more, at 6.5%.  
 
 Identity theft was more common among those respondents from households with incomes 
exceeding $100,000:  A total of 52.4% of respondents from the highest income level ($100,000 or 
more) reported being the victim of identity theft compared with 24.9% of respondents from the 
lowest range (less than $25,000). 
  
The crimes that respondents most frequently reported to law enforcement were property 
crimes, threats of violence, and stalking behaviors/crimes. 
 
Property Crime 
58.5% of all property crime incidents were reported to law enforcement. 
 
Threat of Violence 
32.4% of all threats of violence incidents were reported to law enforcement. 
 
Stalking Behavior/Crime 
21.4% of all stalking behaviors/crime incidents were reported to law enforcement. 
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 Urban and suburban respondents were more likely to report victimization:  A total of 57.7% of 
urban/suburban residents experienced a crime victimization compared to 47.1% of their rural 
counterparts. 
 
 Respondents who were unpartnered (single, divorced or widowed) reported higher 
victimization rates:  These respondents were more likely to be the victims of property crime 
(18.6% vs. 11.8%), more likely to be the victims of violent crime (6.9% vs. 2.1%), and more likely 
to be the victims of stalking (16.9% vs. 12.0%).   
  
  
5 2015 Maine Crime Victimization Survey – USM Muskie School of Public Service 
Introduction 
 
In 2006, the Maine Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) launched its first crime victimization survey, 
patterned after the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), a national survey on criminal 
victimization and crime trends.  The Maine SAC, along with a number of other states, took this step 
because the findings from the NCVS could not be reported out on a state-by-state basis.  As of July 
2014, 14 states had developed and administered their own crime victimization surveys.  Utah and 
Idaho have administered their surveys six and four times respectively.  This current report 
summarizes the third Maine Crime Victimization Survey (MCVS). 
The initial MCVS was developed by the Maine SAC as a tool to better understand the frequency and 
characteristics of criminal victimization in Maine.  It was developed with support and sponsorship 
from several statewide organizations including the Juvenile Justice Advisory Group; the Maine 
Coalition Against Sexual Assault; the Maine Coalition to End Domestic Violence; Project Safe 
Neighborhoods; Volunteers of America – Northern New England; and several state governmental 
agencies, namely the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), the Department of 
Corrections (DOC), and the Department of Public Safety (DPS). 
In 2010, the Maine SAC repeated the survey to compare and contrast the findings with those of the 
first survey. These survey findings were released in report form in early 2011.  
Both the 2006 and 2011 survey reports have been used widely by governmental agencies and 
statewide organizations to advocate for new laws to combat domestic violence, reduce 
victimization, and provide services for victims of crime. 
In 2014, the Maine SAC decided to launch its third MCVS. This time was chosen for the following 
reasons:  
 By the end of 2014, four years would have passed since the last survey, indicating a 
need for trend updates. 
 Turnover in the state legislature2 would have occurred, including legislative 
leadership and the Standing Committees on Criminal Justice and Public Safety and 
the Judiciary, both of which would need updated, comprehensive trend information 
to enhance knowledge of victimization trends and policy implications. 
With funding from the Bureau of Justice Statistics, Department of Justice, the Maine SAC partnered 
once again with the Muskie School’s Survey Research Center (SRC) to conduct the MCVS to 
determine whether crime victimization rates and perceptions of crime and public safety had 
changed.  Repeating the survey enables the Maine SAC to establish trend data on crime 
victimization and perceptions of crime. 
                                                             
2 Maine has term limits.  Representatives and senators can serve up to four two-year terms before they must step down. 
They can opt to run in the other chamber. 
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The 2015 MCVS duplicates most of the questions from the previous two surveys and is patterned 
after the NCVS.  Given the changing nature of identity and stalking crimes, some new questions 
were added to these sections of the 2015 MCVS.  These modifications mean that in some areas, 
comparisons between rates from the current MCVS and rates from the previous two surveys are not 
appropriate.  This report presents comparison rates whenever appropriate. 
 
Please see the Appendix A for a copy of the survey. 
  




In order to identify potential participants for the MCVS, the SRC purchased a phone number list 
from Survey Sampling International.3  The list was provided as two separate samples.  One was a 
sample of land-line telephone numbers (including unlisted numbers); the other was a sample of 
wireless (cell phone) numbers.  To enhance the random selection of respondents, the SRC 
interviewers interviewed only one adult (the one with the most recent birthday) per household. 
The SRC followed a number of methodological steps to gain as high a degree of representativeness 
as possible.  These steps included utilizing a team of highly trained and experienced telephone 
survey research interviewers and supervisors, a willingness to schedule call-backs at almost any time 
that proved convenient for potential respondents, a contact protocol designed to maximize the 
likelihood of reaching hard to reach respondents4, and refusal conversion efforts.  
One group not represented on the call list is those people living in Maine who have only a cell phone 
(no landline) with a non-Maine area code.5  Thus, “new” Mainers with only an out-of-state cell 
phone will not be represented in the sample.  On the one hand, in-migration has been relatively 
infrequent in Maine—a 2013 New England Economic Partnership study6 found in-migration to be 
under 1,000 individuals per year in Maine, which suggests that the number of homes with an out-of-
state cell phone number is relatively small.  On the other hand, recently arrived residents may 
experience rates of victimization that differ from the norm, so the inability to include this sub-
population in the sample does slightly limit the representativeness of the survey’s findings.   
The call list also included some people with a Maine area code cell phone who are no longer living in 
Maine.  These people were eliminated from the sample via initial screening questions.   
A total of 843 adults age 18 or older completed the survey. 
 
Analysis 
For most of the analysis in this report, discrete ages were recoded into a categorical variable for 
ease of analysis.  The following six age categories were utilized: 18 to 24, 25 to 34, 35 to 44, 45 to 54, 
55 to 64, and 65 and older.  Because a number of crimes were reported by a small percentage of 
people, however, reliable differences could not always be established using the original age 
categories.   
                                                             
3 According to the 2010 US Census, 1.3% of Maine households had no telephone in the home while the national average is 
2.4%. 
4 Up to 12 calls on different days of the week and at different times of the day 
5 Maine has just one area code (207) for the entire state.
6 http://newenglandcouncil.com/assets/ME-NEEP-FALL-2013.pdf 
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Instead, apparent “breakpoints” were identified by visually exploring the output across the original 
categories, and the data were sorted into two categories around this breakpoint.  Breakpoints 
occur in different places for different measures.   
This same procedure was carried out for income and RUCA designation.   
 
Point Estimates, Confidence Intervals, and Confidence Levels  
 
The purpose of most surveys is to gain information about a population by questioning a subset 
(or sample) of that population.  The rates obtained from this sample are called point estimates, and 
these rates very accurately reflect the sample’s experiences with victimization.  They less precisely 
describe the overall population’s experiences related to victimization.  The larger the sample, the 
greater the likelihood that the sample will be representative of the population and the greater the 
accuracy of the estimates obtained. 
 
In statistics, the level of precision is typically communicated in terms of confidence levels and 
confidence intervals.  Confidence levels state a level of certainty about the interval.  Typically, 
surveys employ a 95% confidence level, which means that there is a one in twenty chance (5%) that 
the confidence interval does not, after all, contain the true population rate.  This survey has a 95% 
confidence level, and (because confidence intervals depend upon the number of responses and the 
distribution of answers) it has varying confidence intervals.  These intervals are presented along 
with point estimates throughout the report.  For questions answered by the entire sample (n=843), 
the confidence interval is ± 3.4%. 
 
Another issue associated with confidence intervals that bears mentioning here is that when samples 
are small, confidence intervals become large, and they become particularly large when the rates 
themselves are small.  There are instances throughout this report where rates appear to be quite 
different, but due to the small number of responses, it cannot be conclusively stated that they are. 
 
Weights 
In theory, a study utilizing a random sampling design should result in a representative sample, but in 
actuality, people respond to recruiting efforts in a way that isn’t random and which results in a 
sample that isn’t perfectly representative of the population.  Respondents’ non-random 
self-selection becomes apparent when sample data have demographic distributions that are 
different from the population’s.   
 
This is a common occurrence with surveys and the MCVS was no exception.  In order to counteract 
respondents’ n0n-random self-selection, SAC analysts used a weighting procedure.  Survey data 
were weighted in terms of age, gender, income, and marital status to match Maine’s population 






9 2015 Maine Crime Victimization Survey – USM Muskie School of Public Service 
RUCA Classification 
Urban and non-urban areas in this report were calculated using Rural-Urban Commuting Area Codes 
(RUCAs). RUCAs are a census tract-based classification scheme that uses the standard Bureau of 
Census Urbanized Area and Urban Cluster definitions in combination with work commuting 
information to characterize all of the nation’s census tracts regarding their rural and urban status 
and relationships.   
 
A ZIP Code RUCA approximation was developed by linking each census tract to the surrounding zip 
code.  This typology was employed in 2015, as it was in 2011, to identify respondents’ location as 
either urban, suburban, large rural town, or small town/isolated rural.  Appendix B lists the Maine 
zip codes by RUCA designation.   
 
The table on the next page contains key demographic and descriptive information about survey 
participants. 
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Demographic Distributions 
 u* w**   u* w** 
Age  Household Income 
18 to 24 5% 10%  <10,000 3% 5% 
25 to 34 12% 14%  10,000-15,000 5% 5% 
35 to 44 15% 15%  15,000-25,000 12% 16% 
45 to 54 22% 21%  25,000-35,000 11% 10% 
55 to 64 23% 19%  35,000-50,000 17% 15% 
65 and older 23% 21%  50,000-75,000 22% 19% 
Gender  75,000-100,000 13% 13% 
Female 55% 52%  >100,000 17% 17% 
Male 45% 48%  Employment Status 
Race/Ethnicity  Employed full-time 47% 47% 
White, non-Hispanic 95% 95%  Employed part-time 13% 13% 
Other 5% 5%  Student 3% 4% 
Marital Status  Homemaker 3% 3% 
Single 18% 27%  Unemployed 4% 5% 
Married 58% 48%  Retired 22% 19% 
Divorced 11% 14%  Disabled 8% 8% 
Widowed 7% 6%  How Long Living in Maine 
Separated 1% 1%  Less than 5 years 3% 4% 
Unmarried partner 4% 3%  5-9 years 5% 5% 
Educational Attainment  10-19 years 11% 11% 
8th grade or less <1% <1%  20 years or more 80% 80% 
Some high school, not graduated 3% 3%  RUCA Designation 
High school graduate or GED 28% 29%  Urban 45% 47% 
Some college or 2-year degree 31% 31%  Suburban 23% 23% 
4-year college degree 23% 23%  Large rural town 12% 11% 
More than 4-year college degree 14% 13%  Small town/isolated rural 20% 19% 
u* = unweighted                w** = weighted 
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Section I - General Perceptions 
 
 
How safe do you feel in the community where you live? 
A total of 91.0% of survey respondents indicated that they felt safe in the communities in which they 
live.  An additional 5.5% gave a neutral answer, and 3.5% indicated that they felt unsafe.  There were 
no differences 













victimization within the last 12 months and those who did not. A total of 87.9% of those who 
reported any recent crime victimization indicated that they felt safe in their communities, while 
94.3% of those who did not report recent crime victimization reported that they felt safe.  The 
difference was even greater between those who reported having been victims of a violent crime 
and those who did not.   
                                                             
7 Survey respondents were asked a series of questions regarding their perceptions on a number of issues.  Each of these 
questions took the form of a 5-category Likert scale.  In the interest of time, interviewers defined only the end points of 
each scale—in the question about safety, for instance, 1 was “very unsafe” and 5 was “very safe.”  The midpoint of each 
scale was judged by analysts to be a neutral answer, so in this example, answers of 4 or 5 were interpreted as “safe.”  
Please see Appendix X for a list of survey questions. 
8 Numbers in parentheses represent the number of people who answered the question. 
Proportions who feel safe (as indicated by an answer of 4 or 5)7 
 




Overall (n=843)8 91.0% 89.0% - 92.9% 
Crime victim (n=456) 87.9% 84.9% - 90.9% 
Not a crime victim (n=388) 94.3% 92.0% - 96.6% 
Violent crime victim (n=37) 67.6% 52.5% - 82.7% 
Not a violent crime victim (n=801) 92.3% 90.4% - 94.1% 
Property crime victim (n=127) 78.1% 70.7% - 85.2% 
Not a property crime victim (n=715) 93.4% 91.6% - 95.2% 
Threat victim (n=58) 79.3% 68.9% - 89.7% 
Not a threat victim (n=785) 91.7% 89.8% - 93.6% 
The majority of survey respondents indicated that they felt safe in their communities 
(91.0%), did not fear violent crime (86.3%), and believed law enforcement does a good 
job (69.1%). These rates, however, are lower among crime victims. The majority of 
respondents (79.2%) thought that drugs were a contributing factor to Maine’s crime 
problem, followed by exposure to domestic violence in the home (65.0%), lack of 
parental discipline (61.1%), alcohol (59.3%), poverty (58.7%), and the breakdown of 
family life (58.5%). 
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While 67.6% of those who reported having been victims of a violent crime in the last 12 months 
reported that they felt safe in their communities, 92.3% of those who did not report violent 
victimization reported that they felt safe.   
Being the victim of a property crime also made a difference in feelings of safety.  A total of 78.0% of 
those who reported recent property crime victimization said they felt safe in their communities, 
compared to 93.4% of those who reported no recent property crime victimization.  Lastly, being 
threatened made a difference in feelings of safety.  While 79.3% of those who reported having been 
threatened within the last 12 months reported that they felt safe, 91.7% of those who reported no 
recent threats reported that they felt safe. 
How fearful are you of being the victim of a violent crime? 
A total of 86.3% of survey respondents indicated that they were not fearful of being the victim of a 
violent crime.  An additional 9.0% gave a neutral answer, and 4.7% indicated that they were fearful.  
There were no differences by gender, age, education, or geographical designation, but there were 
differences between those who reported crime victimization within the last 12 months and those 
who did not.  A total of 82.5% of those who reported any recent crime victimization indicated that 
they were unfearful, while 90.7% of those who did not report recent crime victimization indicated 
that they were unfearful.  The difference was even greater between those who reported having 
been victims of a violent crime and those who did not.  While 67.6% 
of those who reported having been victims of a violent crime in the 
last 12 months reported that they were unfearful, 87.1% of those who 
did not report violent crime victimization reported that they were 
unfearful.  Being the victim of a property crime also made a 
difference in fear of violent crime victimization.  A total of 78.0% of 
those who reported recent property crime victimization said they were unfearful, compared to 
87.7% of those who reported no recent property crime victimization.  Being threatened made the 
biggest difference in feelings of fear.  While 63.2% of those who reported having been threatened 
within the last 12 months reported that they were unfearful, 88.0% of those who reported no recent 
threats reported that they were unfearful.   
Being the victim of stalking also made a difference.  A total of 71.1% of those who reported recent 
stalking victimization said they were unfearful, compared to 89.0% of those who reported no recent 
stalking victimization.   
Lastly, income level made a difference in feelings of fear.  While 81.1% of those who reported 
incomes of less than $50,000 reported being unfearful, 91.3% of those who reported incomes of 
more than $50,000 said they were unfearful.   
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Proportions who do not feel fearful of being the victim of a violent crime  
(as indicated by an answer of 4 or 5) 
 




Overall (n=842) 86.3% 83.9% - 88.6% 
Crime victim (n=456) 82.5% 79.0% - 85.9% 
Not a crime victim (n=387) 90.7% 87.8% - 93.6% 
Violent crime victim (n=37) 67.6% 52.5% - 82.7% 
Not a violent crime victim (n=801) 87.1% 84.8% - 89.5% 
Property crime victim (n=127) 78.0% 70.7% - 85.2% 
Not a property crime victim (n=715) 87.7% 85.3% - 90.1% 
Threat victim (n=57) 63.2% 50.6% - 75.7% 
Not a threat victim (n=784) 88.0% 85.7% - 90.3% 
Stalking victim (n=121) 71.1% 63.0% - 79.2% 
Not a stalking victim (n=720) 89.0% 86.7% - 91.3% 
Income < 50K (n=375) 81.1% 77.1% - 85.0% 
Income > 50K (n=355) 91.3% 88.3% - 94.2% 
 
How would you rate the job law enforcement is doing in your community? 
Survey respondents were asked to rate the performance of law enforcement in their communities.  
The majority of respondents, 69.1%, reported favorable ratings.  Not surprisingly, ratings reported by 
crime victims were less favorable than ratings reported by non-victims.  A total of 63.8% of crime 
victims reported favorable ratings, compared to 75.4% of non-victims.  Rates 
likewise varied depending upon the type of victimization: 48.0% of property 
crime victims reported favorable ratings, 43.9% of threat victims reported 
favorable ratings, and 34.3% of violent crime victims reported favorable ratings 
of law enforcement. 
Another factor that made a difference in how respondents viewed the job of 
law enforcement in their communities was age.  While 64.6% of those aged 18 
to 54 viewed law enforcement favorably, 75.7% of those 55 and older reported 
viewing them favorably.  Given that young people are more likely to be victims, 
however, the difference in how younger and older respondents view law enforcement may be due 
not to age but rather to the higher rate of victimization within the younger cohort.  In order to 
separate the effect of age, analysis was done separately for victims and non-victims.   
Interestingly, the difference between younger and older respondents disappeared for non-victims 
but persisted for victims.  That is, non-victims of any age and older victims reported similar rates and 
greater favorability than younger victims.    
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Proportions who feel law enforcement is doing a good job in their communities  
(as indicated by an answer of 4 or 5) 
 




Overall (n=830) 69.1% 66.0% - 72.3% 
Crime victim (n=448) 63.8% 59.4% - 68.3% 
Not a crime victim (n=382) 75.4% 71.1% - 79.7% 
Violent crime victim (n=35) 34.3% 18.6% - 50.0% 
Not a violent crime victim (n=790) 70.9% 67.7% - 74.1% 
Property crime victim (n=125) 48.0% 39.2% - 56.8% 
Not a property crime victim (n=704) 72.9% 69.6% - 76.2% 
Threat victim (n=57) 43.9% 31.0% - 56.7% 
Not a threat victim (n=773) 71.0% 67.8% - 74.2% 
Ages 18 to 54 (n=478) 64.6% 60.4% - 68.9% 
Ages 55 and older (n=317) 75.7% 71.0% - 80.4% 
 
How do you feel about the amount of crime in your community over the past three 
years? 
Survey participants were asked if they felt the amount of crime in their 
communities had increased or decreased in the past three years.  One out 
of five respondents (20.0%) felt that crime had increased.9   
 
Among crime victims, however, the rate was higher—41.7% of violent crime 
victims felt as though crime in their communities had increased.   
 
Income made a difference as well.  While 28.5% of those in the lowest income bracket (under 
$25,000) said they felt crime had increased, only 11.5% of those in the highest income bracket (over 
$100,000) reported the same. 
 
Proportions who feel the amount of crime in their neighborhoods has increased  






Overall (n=821) 20.0% 17.3% - 22.8% 
Violent crime victim (n=36) 41.7% 25.6% - 57.8% 
Not a violent crime victim (n=780) 19.1% 16.3% - 21.9% 
Income < 25K (n=186) 28.5% 22.0% - 35.0% 
Income > 100K (n=122) 11.5% 5.8% - 17.1% 
                                                             
9 From 2011 to 2014, the total number of Index Crimes in Maine fell 20.4% (Maine Department of Public Safety; 2011, 2014). 
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The factor most frequently identified as contributing to Maine’s crime problem was 
illegal drugs.  A little over three-quarters of survey respondents (79.2%) indicated 
that this factor was a contributor. 
Tier 2 
After drugs, survey respondents identified exposure to domestic violence, lack of 
parental discipline, alcohol, poverty, and the breakdown of family life.  Between 
half and two-thirds of survey respondents (58.5% - 65.0%) indicated that these 
factors were contributors. 
Tier 3 
Between one-third and one-half (34.6% - 45.9%) of respondents thought moral 
decay; the availability of guns; TV, movie, or video game violence; and a criminal 
justice system that is too lenient were contributing factors to Maine’s crime 
problem. 
Tier 4 
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Drugs10 
While 79.2% of survey respondents indicated that they thought drugs were a contributing factor to Maine’s 
crime problem, there were slight differences by gender and age.  More females than males indicated that 
they thought drugs were a factor (84.0% compared to 74.2%), and more respondents over age 44 indicated 
they thought drugs were a factor than their younger counterparts (83.7% compared to 74.7%). 
Exposure to Domestic Violence in the Home 
A total of 65.0% of all respondents indicated that they thought domestic violence in the home was a 
contributing factor to Maine’s crime problem.  At 69.7%, the rate for females was higher than the rate for 
males (60.0%).  Stalking victims were also more likely to indicate that domestic violence was a contributing 
factor; 75.5% of stalking victims reported they believed it was a factor compared to 63.2% of those who 
were not stalking victims. 
Lack of Parental Discipline 
Overall, 61.1% of respondents viewed a lack of parental discipline as a contributing factor to crime in Maine.  
There was a difference, however, between those who were victims of violent crime and those who were 
not.  A total of 78.4% of violent crime victims indicated that they thought a lack of parental discipline was a 
factor, compared to 60.1% of those who were not violent crime victims.  There was also a difference 
between those who were property crime victims and those who were not.  While 73.0% of property crime 
victims reported that they thought a lack of parental discipline was a contributing factor, 59.0% of those 
who were not property crime victims reported the same. 
Alcohol 
A total of 59.3% of respondents indicated that they thought alcohol was a contributing factor to Maine’s 
crime problem.  Interestingly, the only attribute that served to create a difference in rates was stalking 
victimization.  Those who were the victims of stalking were more likely than those who were not to view 
alcohol as a contributing factor (70.5% versus 57.5%, respectively).   
Poverty 
Overall, 58.7% of respondents indicated that they thought poverty was a contributing factor to crime in 
Maine.  There was a difference in rates depending on income, with more of those from the lowest income 
bracket (less than $25,000) reporting that poverty contributed (68.6%) than those from other brackets 
combined (56.7%).   
Breakdown of Family Life 
A total of 58.5% of all respondents indicated that they thought the breakdown of family life was a 
contributing factor to crime in Maine.  There were no demographic differences nor differences between 
victims and non-victims of any of the crime categories explored in MCVS for this factor. 
Moral Decay 
A minority of respondents, 45.9%, indicated that they thought moral decay was a contributing factor to 
Maine’s crime problem.  A slightly higher proportion of respondents ages 35 and older (49.7%), reported 
that they thought it was a factor compared to their younger counterparts (35.0%).  
                                                             
10 Factors were considered to be “contributing” if survey participants responded to survey questions (see Appendix A) with 
answers of 1 or 2. 
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* * * 
The remaining elements that respondents were asked to consider were identified as factors by less 
than 40% of the respondents.  The rates for each of these elements is given in table below, but 
differences in rates are difficult to establish when base numbers are small, which precludes further 
analysis for the remaining elements. 
Contributing Factors to Maine’s Crime Problem 
 





Overall (n=779) 79.2% 76.4% - 82.1% 
Female (n=399) 84.0% 80.4% - 87.6% 
Male (n=380) 74.2% 69.8% - 78.6% 
Ages 45 and older (n=449) 83.7% 80.3% - 87.2% 
Ages 18 to 44 (n=296) 74.7% 69.7% - 79.6% 
Domestic violence in the home 
Overall (n=763) 65.0% 61.6% - 68.3% 
Female (n=393) 69.7% 65.2% - 74.3% 
Male (n=370) 60.0% 55.0% - 65.0% 
Stalking victim (n=110) 75.5% 67.4% - 83.5% 
Not a stalking victim (n=653) 63.2% 59.5% - 66.9% 
Lack of parental discipline 
Overall (n=824) 61.1% 57.8% - 64.4% 
Violent crime victim (n=37) 78.4% 65.1% - 91.6% 
Not a violent crime victim (n=784) 60.1% 56.6% - 63.5% 
Property crime victim (n=122) 73.0% 65.1% - 80.8% 
Not a property crime victim (n=702) 59.0% 55.3% - 62.6% 
Alcohol 
Overall (n=779) 59.3% 55.9% - 62.8% 
Stalking victim (n=112) 70.5% 62.1% - 79.0% 
Not a stalking victim (n=666) 57.5% 53.8% - 61.3% 
Poverty 
Overall (n=778) 58.7% 55.2% - 62.1% 
Income < $25K (n=175) 68.6% 61.7% - 75.4% 
Income > $25K (n=503) 56.7% 52.3% - 61.0% 
Breakdown of family life 
Overall (n=780) 58.5% 55.0% - 61.9% 
Moral decay 
Overall (n=764) 45.9% 42.3% - 49.4% 
Ages 34 and younger (n=177) 35.0% 28.0% - 42.1% 
Ages 35 and older (n=553) 49.7% 45.6% - 53.9% 
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Section II – Crime Victimization Rates 
 
 
Survey respondents were asked whether they had been the victims of a variety of crimes over the 
past 12-month period.  The survey asked about five categories of crimes: property crimes, violent 
crimes (including robbery, assault, sexual assault, and rape), threatening with physical violence, 
identity crimes, and stalking.  Follow up questions were asked whenever respondents indicated that 
they had been the victims of a crime in the past 12 months.  Since some new victimization categories 
were added to the 2015 MCVS, comparisons with previous surveys are limited. 
 
Crime Victimization Rates 
 




Any crime (n=843) 54.0% 50.7% - 57.4% 
Identity crime (n=843) 36.4% 33.2% - 39.7% 
Property crime (n=843) 15.1% 12.7% - 17.6% 
Stalking (n=843) 14.4% 12.1% - 16.8% 
Threatening with violence (n=842) 6.8% 5.1% - 8.5% 
All violent crime (n=839) 4.4% 3.0% - 5.8% 
Sexual assault (n=840) 2.2% 1.2% - 3.2% 
Assault (n=841) 1.5% 0.7% - 2.4% 
Robbery (n=843) 1.4% 0.6% - 2.2% 
Rape (n=840) 0.5% <0.1% - 1.0% 
 
More than half (54.0%) of all respondents indicated they had been victimized in the previous 12 
months.  This rate is higher than the previous survey results, but it should be noted that new 
victimization types were added to the identity theft and stalking categories and some of the 
increase in rates is likely due to this expansion.   The highest victimization rates were for identity 
theft (36.4%), followed by property crime (15.1%) and stalking (14.4%).   
Over half (54.0%) of all respondents report being victimized in the previous 12 months 
in Maine. This rate exceeds the rate of 36.2% in 2011. It is important to note that the 
2015 rate includes some new stalking and identity crime behaviors.  It is also important 
to keep in mind that Maine’s crime victimization rate includes threats of violence, 
identity theft, and stalking which are not found in other states’ crime victimization 
surveys. When the crime victimization rate is restricted to property and violent crimes, 
the Maine rate falls to 17.3%, comparable to or lower than what other states  
are reporting. 
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Overall (n=843) 54.0% 50.7% - 57.4% 
Ages 25 to 34 (n=111) 68.5% 59.8% - 77.1% 
Ages 65 and older (n=171) 45.6% 38.1% - 53.1% 
Urban/suburban (n=568) 57.5% 53.7% - 61.8% 
Rural (n=244) 47.1% 40.9% - 53.4% 
 
Male and female respondents reported nearly the same victimization rates.  Likewise, there was no 
statistical difference among respondents based on relationship status or income.  There were 
differences, however, by age and geographic location.  At 68.5%, respondents between the ages of 
25 and 34 reported the highest rate of victimization, while those ages 65 and older reported the 
lowest rate, at 45.6%.  Urban/suburban residents also reported higher rates of victimization than 
their rural counterparts—57.5% and 47.1%, respectively. 
 
Identity Theft 
Identity crime continues to capture headlines here in Maine and nationally.  From major 
corporations reporting data breaches to individual families reporting scamming episodes, identity 
theft crimes are increasingly becoming commonplace.  With a large elderly population, Maine is 
especially vulnerable to perpetrators who specialize in identity theft crimes.   
 
This year’s MCVS examined the following criminal behaviors: 
 unauthorized use or attempted use of existing credit cards 
 unauthorized use or attempted use of other existing accounts  
such as bank accounts 
 unauthorized use of personal information to obtain new credit 
 cards or accounts 
 misuse of personal information to obtain services 
 unauthorized use of a social security number 
 unauthorized access of bank or department store accounts 
 
The last three items bulleted above were newly introduced in this year’s survey.  With the addition 
of these three answer choices, the rate of identity theft victimization increased markedly from the 
rate obtained in 2011.  More than a third (36.4%) of 2015 MCVS respondents reported they had been 
the victims of an identity crime in the previous 12 months.  This rate is more than double the rate 
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While some of this increase may be due to the additional information gathered in the most recent 
survey, some may also be attributed to the large number of people who are affected when 
corporate data breaches occur as well as to the increased frequency of these breaches.   
 
Since new answer choices were added to this year’s survey, 
comparisons among survey years are not possible in this section.   
 
A total of 7.4% of 2015 MCVS respondents who were victims of 
identity theft reported the crime to law enforcement.  This rate was 
down markedly from the previous two surveys, but this decrease may 
be directly related to the expanded definition of identity crimes in the current survey.  For instance, 
when victims are notified by a bank or other entity that their personal information has been 
compromised, they may presume that authorities elsewhere are already dealing with the breach 
and therefore be less likely to notify local law enforcement. 
 







Overall (n=843) 36.4% 33.2% - 39.7% 
Reported to police (n=304) 7.4% 4.5%-10.4% 
 
Younger respondents—those between the ages of 18 and 24—were less likely to be victimized than 
any other age cohort.11  A little more than a fifth (22.9%) of them reported being victimized, while all 
other age cohorts had rates of 32.7% or higher.  This may be due to the fact that this age group 
tends to have fewer resources than their older counterparts.  Not surprisingly, those respondents 
with household incomes in excess of $100,000 reported being victims of identity crime at twice the 
rate of respondents with household incomes of less than $25,000 (52.4% compared to 24.9%).12   
 
Partnered respondents were more likely to be victims of identity crime than unpartnered 
respondents (42.3% vs. 30.4%),13 but this correlation is likely a spurious one, since relationship status 
is correlated with income.  In fact, when analysis controls for gender, age, income, and geography 
(urban vs. non-urban), relationship status is no longer significantly correlated with identity theft 
victimization.  Gender, on the other hand, is.  A total of 39.7% of female respondents and 32.9% of 
male respondents reported being the victims of identity theft, but when these two rates are looked 
at in isolation, the overlap in their corresponding confidence intervals indicates that the difference 
between rates may be due to sampling variation.   
 
                                                             
11 Significant at p = .009 
12 Significant at p < .001 
13 Significant at p < .001 
7.4% of respondents 
who were victims of 
identity theft reported 
the crime to law 
enforcement. 
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Logistic regression analysis, however, suggests that females do, in fact, have an increased likelihood 
of being victimized by identity theft when all other factors are held constant.  That is, given a male 
and a female from the same age bracket, income level, and geographical location, the female has a 
higher likelihood of being the victim of identity theft. 
The difference in response by geography was not statistically significant. 
 











The most common type of identity theft reported by respondents was notice of compromised 
account (e.g., bank or credit card account).  Nearly a third (31.9%) of all respondents reported this 
type of activity.   
 
About one in eight (12.5%) respondents reported that someone used one (or more) of their existing 
credit cards without permission. 
 
Identity Theft Rates by Type 
 
Of the 302 respondents who reported being the victims of an identity crime, 21 (7.1%) reported that 
the theft resulted in financial losses.  Of these respondents, the majority (65.4%) reported losses of 
less than $500.  In total, 60.5% of all identity theft victims said they were more cautious about 
financial issues since the incidents.  However, less than half (47.3%) of these individuals have taken 







Overall (n=843) 36.4% 33.2% - 39.7% 
18-24 year olds (n=83) 22.9% 13.9% - 31.9% 
Household income <$25,000 (n=189) 24.9% 18.7% - 31.0% 
Household income >$100,000 (n=124) 52.4% 43.6% - 61.2% 
Unpartnered (n=408) 30.4% 25.9%-34.9% 
Partnered  (n=433) 42.3% 37.6%-46.9% 
 




Notice of compromised account  31.9% 28.8% - 35.1% 
Used existing credit cards without permission  12.5% 10.3% - 14.8% 
Used existing accounts (e.g. checking) without permission  5.2% 3.7% - 6.7% 
Used your personal information to obtain services 3.1% 1.9% - 4.2% 
Used your personal information to obtain new credit cards, etc.  2.3% 1.3% - 3.4% 
Used your social security number without permission   1.0% 0.3% - 1.6% 
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restraint—that is, victims may be more hesitant to make online purchases, etc., but not view that as 
an active “step taken.”   
Property Crime 
Survey respondents were asked, “Were you the victim of a property crime such as someone 
attempting to steal or stealing your car, breaking into or trying to break 
into your home, or vandalizing your property?”  In total, 15.1% of survey 
respondents stated they were the victims of a property crime in the 
previous 12 months.  Since the questions used in the current survey were 
nearly the same as in previous crime victimization surveys, we can 
compare the 2015 rate to previous rates.  The rate remained statistically 
unchanged between 2011 and 2015.   
There were no differences in property crime victimization by gender or 
by geographical location.   
Among age groups, the 25 to 34 cohort had the highest rate at 24.5%.  By comparison, respondents 
65 and older had the lowest rate at just 7.1%.   














Overall (n=843) 15.1% 13.8% 14.6% 12.7% - 17.6% 
Reported to police (n=122) 58.8% 65.6% 68.7% 50.1%- 67.6% 
 
Those individuals who were single (single, divorced, separated, or widowed, hereafter referred to 
as “unpartnered”), were more likely to be property crime victims at 18.6% compared to those who 
were married or living with someone (hereafter referred to as “partnered”)  at 11.8%. The difference 
between these two rates was statistically significant.14 
Among those who had been property crime victims, a majority (58.8%) reported the crime to police.  
This rate was statistically comparable to the rates of 65.6% and 68.7% reported in the previous crime 
victimization surveys.  Differences in reporting rates by gender, income, geography, and 
relationship status were not statistically significantly different.   
 
                                                             
14 Significant at p = .004 
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Property Crime Rates by Demographics 
 




Overall (n=843) 15.1% 12.7% - 17.6% 
Ages 25-34 (n=110) 24.5% 16.5% - 32.6% 
Ages 65 and older(n=170) 7.1% 3.2% - 10.9% 
Unpartnered (n=409) 18.6% 14.8% - 22.4% 
Partnered  (n=433) 11.8% 8.7% - 14.8% 
 
Stalking 
The MCVS continued to explore stalking behaviors.  Roughly one in every seven (14.4%) respondents 
indicated that they had been the victims of stalking crimes.  This could mean the respondent felt 
threatened by another person as a result of any of the following behaviors:  
 Following or spying 
 Unsolicited e-mails/texts/letters 
 Unsolicited phone calls 
 Waiting/standing outside 
 Showing up places 
 Leaving unwanted gifts/items 
 Spreading rumors 
 Other unwanted communications 
 
While the 2015 stalking rate appears to have increased over the 2011 rate of 12.3%, the difference in 
rates could be due to sampling variation.  Furthermore, a new category of stalking (spreading 
rumors) was added to the 2015 survey to reflect the expansion of various social media platforms 
which lend themselves to a relatively new form of online stalking.  While this addition reflects social 
changes in behavior and captures victims’ experiences of stalking behaviors more completely, it 
makes comparisons between the 2015 rate and previous rates problematic.   
 







The differences in stalking victimization by gender, age, and geographic region were not statistically 
significant.  However, among income categories, those respondents from households making less 





Overall (n=843) 14.4% 12.1%-16.8% 
Reported to police (n=114) 21.4% 13.9%-28.9% 
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respondent from a household earning more than $100,000 (18.5% compared to 6.5%).15  Likewise, 
those respondents who were unpartnered were more likely to be stalked than those who were 
partnered (16.9% compared to 12.0%).16   While males and females 
reported being stalked at similar rates, a difference emerged 
when respondents were broken down further into gender and 
relationship groups.   
 
At 23.9%, unpartnered females were the most likely to report 
being the victim of stalking, although this rate was not 
statistically significantly different from the next highest rate of victimization of 14.5% for partnered 
males.  However, the higher rate for unpartnered females was found to be statistically significantly 
different from that of partnered females (9.3%) or unpartnered males (9.5%). 
 












Looking at specific types of stalking behaviors, the survey found that unsolicited e-mails, texts, 
and/or letters was the most common type of stalking behavior at 5.8%, followed by unsubstantiated 
rumors (5.6%), and following and/or spying (5.3%).  The 2015 rate for all but one of these stalking 
behaviors was statistically unchanged from 2006 to 2015.  The one behavior that changed—
unsolicited emails/letters/texts— likely did so as a result of new technology and increased options 
for transmitting written correspondence.  In 2006, 2.4% of survey respondents indicated that they 
were the victims of this form of stalking; by 2015, 5.9% of survey respondents indicated the same.   
                                                             
15 Significant at p = .023 







Overall (n=843) 14.4% 12.1% - 16.8% 
Household income <$25,000 (n=189) 18.5% 13.0% - 24.1% 
Household income >$100,000 (n=123) 6.5% 2.1% - 10.9% 
Unpartnered (n=408) 16.9% 13.3% - 20.5% 
Partnered (n=434) 12.0% 8.9% - 15.0% 
Female and unpartnered (n=209) 23.9% 18.1% - 29.7% 
Female and partnered (n=226) 9.3% 5.5% - 13.1% 
Male and unpartnered (n=199) 9.5% 5.5% - 13.6% 
Male and partnered (n=207) 14.5% 9.7% - 19.3% 
Unpartnered females 
were stalked at a 
higher rate than 
partnered females or 
unpartnered males. 
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Unsolicited emails/letters/texts (n=843) 5.9% 5.8% 2.4% 4.3% - 7.4% 
Spreading rumors17 (n=843) 5.6% N/A N/A 4.0% - 7.1% 
Following or spying (n=843) 5.3% 4.9% 5.4% 3.8% - 6.8% 
Unsolicited phone calls (n=843) 5.2% 3.5% 5.7% 3.7% - 6.7% 
Other unwanted communication (n=843) 4.7% 3.8% 3.6% 3.2% - 6.1% 
Waiting/standing outside (n=843) 3.5% 3.0% 4.2% 2.3% - 4.8% 
Showing up where you are (n=843) 3.2% 2.3% 2.4% 2.0% - 4.3% 
Leaving unwanted gifts/items (n=843) 1.3% 1.1% 1.7% 0.5% - 2.1% 
 
Stalking behavior differed by victim gender.  In all but two of the stalking behaviors (phone and 
rumors) the difference between females and males was statistically significant.18  In several cases 
(waiting, showing up, and other) the difference between genders was quite pronounced. 
 
 
Stalking Behavior Victimization by Gender 
 
 
Respondents who were stalking victims in the previous 12 months were asked to identify the gender 
of the persons who stalked them.  Females who were stalked were much more likely to be stalked 
by someone from the opposite gender than males.  Below is the gender breakdown. 
                                                             
17 This answer choice was added in the 2015 survey. 
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Stalking Behavior Rates by Gender 
 
 
Gender of the Person Stalking 
Male Female Both 
Female victim (n=64) 71.9% 20.3% 7.8% 
Male victim (n=42) 47.6% 35.7% 16.7% 
 
Respondents were asked how long the stalking persisted.  More than two-thirds of those who 
reported having been stalked in the last 12 months (67.3%) reported the stalking lasted a month or 
more.  Nearly a third (31.6%) of those who were stalked indicated the behavior lasted a year or 
more.  More than half (58.8%) indicated that at the time they were surveyed the behavior had    
stopped, with an additional 19.1% of stalking victim respondents reporting that some of the behavior 
had stopped.  This leaves 22.1% who said the behavior had not stopped at the time the survey was 
administered. 
Somewhat troubling is the decreasing percentage of stalked 
respondents who reported the stalking to law enforcement.  In the 
2006 MCVS survey, nearly 40% (39.3%) reported the behavior to law 
enforcement.  The 2015 rate (21.4%) is about half what it was   nearly a 
decade ago.  This may be due in part to the proliferation of social 
media that enables perpetrators to engage in more anonymous 
types of stalking, which victims may be less apt to report.  Also, it could 
partially explained by the addition of more stalking behaviors (e.g., spreading rumors) in the 2015 
survey that are not often reported to law enforcement. 
Stalking is also often a precursor to other types of victimization.  For example, nearly one in five 
(19.7%) stalking victims was also threatened during the past 12 months.  Among those respondents 
who were not stalked, only 4.7% were threatened.  Stalking victims were more than twice as likely as 
those who were not stalked to be victims of property crime as well (27.3% compared to 13.0%).  
Stalking victims were more than four times as likely to as those who were not stalked to be victims 
of a violent crime (12.5% compared to 3.1%).19    
 
Threat of Violence 
In the MCVS, respondents were asked if someone had threatened to hit, attack, or assault them in 
the past 12 months.  In 2015, 6.8% of respondents responded in the affirmative.  While this rate 
appears lower than the 7.4% reported in 2011 and the 8.6% reported in 2006, the rates are not 
statistically different.  Nearly a third (32.4%) reported being threatened to law enforcement.  This 
was comparable to the rates reported in 2011 and 2006.  Among those who were threatened in the 
past year, nearly two-thirds (60.9%) were threatened more than once, and 7.9% of them were 
threatened with a firearm present. 
                                                             
19 All differences in this paragraph are statistically significant at p < .001. 
Nearly a third (31.6%) of 
respondents who were 
stalked indicated the 
behavior lasted a year 
or more. 
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Threat of Violence Rates 
 
Rates were not statistically significantly different by gender, geography, income, and relationship 
status.  Rates differed, however, by age.  Among those 34 and younger, the rate is 14.0% compared 
to 4.7% for those 35 and older.20   
Respondents who were threatened were asked to identify categories of people who threatened 
them.  There was no one overwhelming common response to this question, though more people 
stated “strangers” followed by “casual acquaintance.” 
Respondents threatened with violence were far more likely than those not threatened to also be 
the victims of a violent crime by a wide margin (31.0% compared to 2.6%).21  Victims who were 
threatened were also more likely to be victims of a property crime than those respondents who 
were not threatened (29.8% compared to 12.6%).22   
 







Similar to previous crime victimization surveys, the 2015 MCVS asked a series of questions about 
specific crimes.  Four of these crime types – robbery, assault, sexual assault, and rape – were 
classified as violent crimes for this report.  Overall, 4.4% of respondents indicated that they were the 
victims of one or more of these four violent crime types in the previous 12 months.  This rate is not 
statistically different from previous survey findings.  One in five (20.1%) violent crimes was reported 
to law enforcement in the most recent survey, and while it may appear that the rate of reporting 
has decreased, these rates are based on small numbers and the difference is likely due to sampling 
variation rather than a true difference in the rate of reporting to police. 
                                                             
20 Significant at p < .001 
21 Significant at p < .001 
22 Significant at p < .001 
 









Overall (n=842) 6.8% 7.4% 8.6% 5.1% - 8.5% 





Overall (n=842) 6.8% 5.1% - 8.5% 
Ages 34 and younger (n=193) 14.0% 9.1% - 18.9% 
Ages 35 and older (n=613) 4.7% 3.1% - 6.4% 
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Age, relationship status, income, and geographic location all influence rates of violent victimization.  
Younger respondents were much more likely to be the victims of a violent crime than their older 
counterparts. 
    
For those 34 years of age and younger, the violent crime victimization rate was 9.9% compared to 
2.5% for those 35 and older.  These two rates are statistically significantly different from one 
another.23   
 
Those individuals who were unpartnered were more than three times as likely to be violent crime 
victims, at 6.9%, than those who were partnered at 2.1%.24  At 10.2%, those making less than $25,000 
were more likely to be the victims of a violent crime than those in a higher income bracket  
(at 2.6%).25  Lastly, at 5.7%, individuals living in urban and suburban areas were more likely to be 
victims of a violent crime than those living in rural areas (at 1.7%).26 
 











                                                             
23 Significant at p < .001 
24 Significant at p = .001 
25 Significant at p < .001 
26 Significant at p = .012 
Violent Crime Rates 
 









Overall (n=839) 4.4% 3.8% 4.8% 3.0% - 5.8% 







Overall (n=839) 4.4% 3.0% - 5.8% 
Ages 34 and younger (n=191) 9.9% 5.7% - 14.2% 
Ages 35 and older (n=612) 2.5% 1.2% - 3.7% 
Unpartnered (n=408) 6.9% 4.4% - 9.3% 
Partnered  (n=431) 2.1% 0.7% - 3.4% 
Household income <$25,000 (n=186) 10.2% 5.9% - 14.6% 
Household income >$25,000 (n=540) 2.6% 1.3% - 3.9% 
Urban/suburban (n=566) 5.7% 3.8% - 7.6% 
Rural (n=242) 1.7% 0.05% - 3.3% 
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The following sections detail each violent crime separately.  Given the small number of “yes” 
responses, reliable estimates could not be calculated for the proportion of victims who reported 
each of these types of crimes to the police.  Likewise, no statistically significant differences could be 
identified by gender, age, geography, or partner status.   
 
Robbery 
Similar to previous crime victimization surveys, respondents were asked, “Did anyone take or 
attempt to take something directly from you by using force or threat of force?”  In the current survey, 
1.4% of respondents stated that they had been the victims of a robbery in the previous 12 months.  
That rate was nearly identical to the rate (1.3%) reported in the 2011 MCVS. 
Assault 
Respondents were also asked, “Did anyone injure you with a weapon or with physical force?”  In the 
current survey, 1.5% respondents answered this in the affirmative.  In the previous report, 2.0% of 
respondents answered “yes” to a similar question—“Did anyone injure you with a weapon or assault 
you with physical force?”   
Sexual Assault 
Of the 843 respondents, 2.2% answered “yes” when asked, “Did anyone force you, or attempt to 
force you, into any unwanted sexual activity such as touching, grabbing, kissing, fondling, etc.?”  
Furthermore, while 1.1% selected the answer “yes, once” in response to the question, an equal 
proportion selected the answer “yes, more than once.”  A total of 80% of sexual assault victims 
reported that they thought they were targeted due to their race, gender, religion, sexual 
orientation, or identity (i.e., these were hate crimes).   
Rape 
When asked “Did anyone force you, or attempt to force you, to have sex with them?” less than 1% 
(0.5%) of all respondents reported that someone had done this within the 
last 12 months.  The survey also asked the respondents whether anyone 
had attempted to force them into unwanted sexual 
intercourse at any point during their lifetime.  Nearly a 
quarter (23.2%) of all respondents reported they had been 
raped, similar to the last survey’s rate of 18.2%.  The lifetime 
rate is statistically significantly higher for females (35.7%) 




                                                             
27 Significant at p < .001 
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Domestic Violence 
Respondents were not explicitly asked about domestic violence.  While 
asking may appear to be the most direct way to gather this information, 
victims of domestic violence do not always recognize domestic violence as 
such.  In the MCVS, evaluators classified domestic violence victims as those 
respondents who indicated they had been threatened, assaulted, sexually 
assaulted, raped and/or stalked 
where the perpetrator was a family 
member or a dating partner.  Using 
these criteria, 3.5% of all respondents indicated they had 
been the victims of domestic violence crimes.  Among all 
respondents who had been threatened, assaulted, sexually 
assaulted, raped, and/or stalked, nearly one in five (18.0%) 
reported that the assailant was a dating partner or a family 
member.  This rate, then, includes all forms of violence that 
occur within a domestic or family setting, including intimate 
partner violence, child abuse, incest, and elder abuse.  The 
number who were victims of these specific types of 
domestic violence cannot be ascertained. 
 
  
Among all respondents 
who had been 
threatened, assaulted, 
sexually assaulted, 
raped, and/or stalked, 
nearly one in five 
(18.0%) reported that 
the assailant was a 
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Section III – Reporting, Rights, and Treatment 
 
Approximately 1 out of every 5 crime incidents that were reported to interviewers was 
reported to local law enforcement.  A total of 18.0% of victims were informed of their rights 
as crime victims, but this rate increased to 36.2% when analysis was restricted to those 
victims who reported their victimization to police.  A small percentage of victims, 3.7%, 
received medical attention as a result of victimization, and a larger percentage, 10.2%, 
received mental health treatment.  Approximately a tenth of victims believed they were 
targets of hate crimes.  Stalking was the most frequently reported crime among those who 
identified as hate crime victims. 
 
Reporting Crime 
In the most recent survey, 22.7% of all incidents that were reported to interviewers were reported to 
local law enforcement.  This rate is significantly lower than the 2011 and 2006 rates.  The difference 
between the 2015 and 2011 overall reporting rates is due primarily to the difference in identity theft 
reporting rates.  This difference, in turn, is partly attributable to the inclusion of additional types of 
identity theft on the 2015 survey.  While the reporting rates for most other categories appear to 
have declined from 2011, these differences may be due to sampling variation.  The differences 
between 2015 and 2006 are more easily established.  Between these two surveys, stalking and 
violent crime reporting decreased by 45.5% and 59.5% respectively.  The decrease in reporting 
stalking crime may be partially explained by the additional types of stalking behaviors included on 
the 2015 survey.  The MCVS did not ask victims why they did or did not report crime. 
 
Rates of Reporting to Local Law Enforcement 
 
Rights 
A total of 18.0% of victims said that they were informed of their rights as crime victims by law 
enforcement or another entity.  Since law enforcement is one source of this information, the low 
rate may be partially attributable to victims’ failure to report their victimizations to the police.  
When analysis is restricted to those victims who did report their victimizations to police, the rate of 










Overall  22.7% 40.4% 52.7% 19.5% - 25.9% 
Property crime 58.5% 65.6% 68.7% 50.1% - 67.6% 
Violent crime 20.1% 33.3% 49.6% 8.7% - 31.5% 
Threat of violence 32.4% 30.7% 44.7% 20.3% - 44.5% 
Stalking crime 21.4% 28.6% 39.3% 13.9% - 28.9% 
Identity theft  7.4% 20.3% 27.3% 4.5% - 10.4% 
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Treatment 
A small percentage of victims, 3.7%, reported that they received medical treatment as a result of 
being a crime victim in the last 12 months.   A greater proportion, 10.2%, reported that they spoke to 
a psychologist, psychiatrist or other mental health professional as a result of victimization. 
 
Hate Crimes 
Approximately one out of every ten crime victims (10.6%) reported that they believed they were 
targeted due to their race, gender, religion, sexual orientation, or identity.  In fact, these victims do 
appear to be victimized more than victims who did not believe 
their victimization was motivated by hate, which may support 
their assertion that they were targeted by perpetrators rather 
than randomly selected.  The MCVS asked respondents 
questions in 9 separate crime areas (identity theft, property 
crime, robbery, threatening, assault, sexual assault, rape, 
stalking, and other), and almost a third (31.4%) of those who 
identified themselves as victims reported more than one type 
of crime perpetrated against them.  Among those victims who 
identified themselves as hate crime victims, 85.5% reported 
more than one type of crime perpetrated against them.  On average, hate crime victims reported 
2.4 types of victimization while non-hate crime victims reported an average of 1.4 types of 
victimization.   
Identity crimes, property crimes, stalking, and threatening were the top crimes reported by all 
respondents, and these crime types remained the most frequently reported crimes for both hate 
crime victims and non-hate crime victims.  What varied between these groups was the order and 
frequency with which these four crimes were reported.  For hate crime victims, stalking was the 
most frequently reported crime.  A total of 56.1% of hate crime victims reported being stalked, 
compared to 15.0% of non-hate crime victims.  A total of 41.5% of hate crime victims reported being 
threatened, compared to 10.8% of non-hate crime victims, and 41.5% of hate crime victims also 
reported being the victim of a property crime, compared to 30.6% of non-hate crime victims.  At 
43.9%, identity theft was the second most frequently cited type of victimization for hate crime 
victims, while it was the most 
frequently cited type of 
victimization of non-hate 
crime victims (77.1%).  Of these 
frequencies, only property 
crime frequencies were not 
significantly different 
between hate crime victims 
and non-hate crime victims.28 
                                                             
28 Differences significant at p < .001 
Approximately one out 
of every ten crime 
victims (10.6%) 
reported that they 
believed they were 
targeted due to their 
race, gender, religion, 



















34 2015 Maine Crime Victimization Survey – USM Muskie School of Public Service 
Section IV – Demographic Characteristics of Victims 
 
The demographic characteristic most frequently associated with victimization was age.  
For most types of victimization, young people were more likely to be victimized.  Few 
differences were found between genders, with the exceptions of stalking and identity 
theft.  Unpartnered females were more likely to be stalked and females were more likely to 
be victims of identity theft.  Low income levels were associated with higher stalking rates 
and higher violent crime rates, while high income levels were associated with higher 
identity theft rates.  Residents in urban and suburban areas were more likely to report 
violent crime victimization compared to their rural counterparts and more likely to report 
victimization altogether.  Relationship status was correlated with a number of crime rates 
but also correlated with age and income, and these factors rather than partnership status 
are likely what influences crime rates. 
 
While section II of this report summarized demographic findings for each type of victimization, this 
section summarizes those findings by demographic categories. 
 
Gender 
Few gender differences were found in the MCVS.  While females were not more likely than males to 
be stalked, unpartnered females were more likely (23.9%) than partnered females (9.3%) or 
unpartnered males (9.5%) to be stalked.  The rate of stalking for partnered males (14.5%) was not 
statistically different from the rate of unpartnered females.   








Female and unpartnered (n=209) 23.9% 18.1% - 29.7% 
Female and partnered (n=236) 9.3% 5.5% - 13.1% 
Male and unpartnered (n=199) 9.5% 5.5% - 13.6% 
Male and partnered (n=207) 14.5% 9.7% - 19.3% 
 
There were also sub-categorical differences found within stalking.  Females were more likely to be 
stalked in all but two categories of stalking behavior—unsolicited phone calls and spreading rumors 
(see page 26). 
Females were more likely than males to be stalked by someone of the opposite gender.  This means 
that while males were just as likely to be stalked, males were more likely to do the stalking, 
regardless of victim gender. 
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Identity theft was another area in which a gender difference emerged.  After controlling for the 
age, income, geography (urban, rural, etc.), and relationship status of victims, females were more 
likely to be the victims of an identity crime.   
Age 
Age was a relevant 
factor for a number 
of crime rates.  
Respondents 
between the ages of 
25 and 34 were most 
likely to report 
victimizations of any 
type (68.5%), while 
respondents ages 65 
and older were the 
least likely (45.6%) to 
report victimizations.  
Respondents 
between the ages of 
25 and 34 were also 
most likely (24.5%) to 
report property crime 
victimization, while 
respondents ages 65 and older were the least likely (7.1%) to report it.  Those in the youngest age 
group, ages 18 to 24, were less likely (22.9%) than those from any of the other age groups to report 
identity theft.  (The overall rate of identity theft was 36.4%).   
Age was also a relevant factor for violent crime rates and threat of violence rates.  Respondents 
ages 34 and younger were more likely (9.9%) to report violent crime victimization compared to 
respondents ages 35 and older (at 2.5%).  Likewise, younger respondents, ages 34 and younger, 
were more likely (14.0%) to report threats of violence than their older counterparts, ages 35 and 
older (at 4.7%). 
 
Income 



















Any crime victimization 
Ages 25 to 34 (n=111) 68.5% 59.8% - 77.1% 
Ages 65 and older (n=171) 45.6% 38.1% - 53.1% 
Property crime 
Ages 25 to 34 (n=110) 24.5% 16.5% - 32.6% 
Ages 65 and older (n=170) 7.1% 3.2% - 10.9% 
Identity theft 
Ages 18 to 24 (n=83) 22.9% 13.9% - 31.9% 
Overall rate (n=843) 36.4% 33.2% - 39.7% 
Violent crime 
Ages 34 and younger (n=191) 9.9% 5.7% - 14.2% 
Ages 35 and older (n=612) 2.5% 1.2% - 3.7% 
Threat of violence 
Ages 34 and younger (n=193) 14.0% 9.1% - 18.9% 
Ages 35 and older (n=613) 4.7% 3.1% - 6.4% 
  
36 2015 Maine Crime Victimization Survey – USM Muskie School of Public Service 
Income was a relevant factor in several crime rates, including stalking and identity theft.  For these 
crimes, the differences in rates became apparent at either end of the income spectrum.  At 18.5%, 
respondents who reported the lowest incomes—less than $25,000—were more likely to experience 
stalking than those from the highest income range of $100,000 or more, at 6.5%.  Identity theft, on 
the other hand, was reported at a higher rate from those from the highest income level.   










A total of 52.4% of respondents from the highest income level ($100,000 or more) reported being the 
victim of identity theft compared with 24.9% of respondents from the lowest range (less than 
$25,000).   
Income also made a difference in violent crime rates.  While few respondents indicated that they 
were victims of this type of crime, more than half of those who did reported incomes of less than 
$25,000.  Among those whose incomes fell into this category, 10.2% reported being the victim of a 




Residents’ geographic location was a relevant factor for two crime rates.  First, it was relevant in 
terms of overall victimization.  Those from urban and suburban areas were more likely than those 
from large rural towns or small towns/isolated rural areas to be the victims of any crime.   
A total of 57.7% of urban/suburban residents reported any crime victimization compared to 47.1% of 
their rural counterparts.   
 
Residents’ geographic location was also relevant in terms of violent victimizations, with 5.7% of all 











Household income <$25K (n=189) 18.5% 13.0% - 24.1% 
Household income >$100K (n=123) 6.5% 2.1% - 10.9% 
Identity theft 
Household income <$25K (n=189) 24.9% 18.7% - 31.0% 
Household income >$100K (n=124) 52.4% 43.6% - 61.2% 
Violent crime 
Household income <$25K (n=186) 10.2% 5.9% - 14.6% 
Household income >25K (n=540) 1.6% 0% - 3.9% 
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Urban/suburban (n=568) 57.7% 53.7% - 61.8% 
Rural (n=244) 47.1% 40.9% - 53.4% 
Violent crime 
Urban/suburban (n=566) 5.7% 3.8% - 7.6% 




There were differences between partnered and unpartnered respondents for a number of crime 
rates.  In most of these instances, unpartnered respondents reported higher rates of victimization 
than their partnered counterparts.  They were more likely to be the victims of property crime (18.6% 
vs. 11.8%), more likely to be the victims of violent crime (6.9% vs. 2.1%), and more likely to be the 
victims of stalking (16.9% vs. 12.0%).  Unpartnered respondents were less likely than their partnered 
counterparts to be victims of identity theft (30.4% vs. 42.3%).  It bears mentioning, however, that 
relationship status is correlated with both income and age.  Older respondents tend to have higher 
incomes than younger respondents, and they are more likely than young respondents to be 
partnered.  The correlation between relationship status and some forms of victimization may be 
incidental to correlations between income and/or age and victimization.   
 








Unpartnered (n=409) 18.6% 14.8% - 22.4% 
Partnered (n=433) 11.8% 8.7% - 14.8% 
Identity 
Unpartnered (n=408) 30.4% 25.9% - 34.9% 
Partnered (n=433) 42.3% 37.6% - 46.9% 
Violent 
Unpartnered (n=408) 6.9% 4.4% - 9.3% 
Partnered (n=431) 2.1% 0.7% - 3.4% 
Stalking 
Unpartnered (408) 16.9% 13.3% - 20.5% 
Partnered (n=434) 12.0% 8.9% - 15.0% 
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Appendix A – Survey Questions 
1. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very unsafe and 5 being very safe, how safe do you feel in 
the community where you live? 
 




2. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being always fearful and 5 being never fearful, how often are you 
fearful of being the victim of a violent crime? 
 




3. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being poor and 5 being exceptional, how would you rate the job 
law enforcement is doing in your community? 
 




4. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being greatly increased and 5 being greatly decreased, over the 
past three years, how do you feel about the amount of crime in your community?  
 




5. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe lack of parental discipline contributes to our crime problems here in Maine? 
 




6. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe the breakdown of family life contributes to our crime problems here in Maine? 
 
1 = (a great deal), 5 = (not at all) 
Don’t know 
N/A 
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7. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe illegal drugs contribute to our crime problems here in Maine? 
 




8. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe gangs contribute to our crime problems here in Maine? 
 




9. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe moral decay contributes to our crime problems here in Maine? 
 




10. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe TV, movie, or video game violence  contributes to our crime problems here in Maine? 
 




11. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe alcohol contributes to our crime problems here in Maine? 
 




12. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe exposure to domestic violence in the home  contributes to our crime problems here 
in Maine? 
 
1 = (a great deal), 5 = (not at all) 
Don’t know 
N/A 
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13. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe a criminal justice system that is too lenient  contributes to our crime problems here 
in Maine? 
 




14. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe availability of guns contributes to our crime problems here in Maine? 
 




15. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a great deal and 5 being not at all, how much do you 
believe poverty contributes to our crime problems here in Maine? 
 




16. In general, how safe is your neighborhood? Would you say… 
 
1 = (very unsafe), 4 = (very safe) 
Don’t know 
N/A 
Following are several questions about events that may have occurred  
over the last 12 months while you were in Maine. Your responses to these  
questions will be kept completely confidential.  
 
17. Were you the victim of a property crime such as someone attempting to steal or stealing 
your car, breaking into or trying to break into your home, or vandalizing your property?  If 
yes, did this happen once or more than once? 
 
Yes – once 
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19. In the last 12 months, did you discover that someone had done any of the following?  
Did anyone use or attempt to use: 
 
Existing credit cards without permission 
Existing accounts (e.g.; checking) without permission 
Your social security number without permission 
Personal information to obtain services 
Personal information to obtain new credit cards or accounts, run up debts, etc.  
Did anyone, such as a bank or a department store, etc., notify you that your account   
  had been compromised? 




20. Did you report this misuse (of credit cards, personal information, social security number, 















22. Approximately how much was the financial loss? 
 
Less than $100 
Between $10 and $500 
Between $500 and $1000 
More than $1000 
Don’t know 
N/A 
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The next questions are personal but please remember that all of your an swers are confidential.  
I am going to read you a list of things that might be done to someone.  
 
25. In the last 12 months, while in Maine, did anyone take or attempt to take something 
directly from you by using force or threat of force? If yes, did this happen once or more 
than once? 
 
Yes – once 
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28. In the past 12 months, did anyone threaten to hit, attack, or assault you?  If yes, did this 
happen once or more than once? 
 
Yes – once 























31. Was the person who did this to you…(select all that apply):  
 
A stranger 
A casual acquaintance 
A dating partner 
A family member, including an unmarried partner living in your home 





Was there anyone else involved in that incident? 
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33. In the past 12 months, while in Maine, did anyone injure you with a weapon or with physical 
force? 
 
Yes – once 
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37. Was the person who did this to you…(select all that apply):  
 
A stranger 
A casual acquaintance 
A dating partner 
A family member, including an unmarried partner living in your home 




Was there anyone else involved in the incident?   
 















40. In the last 12 months, did anyone force you, or attempt to force you, into any unwanted 
sexual activity such as touching, grabbing, kissing, fondling, etc.?  Did this happen once or 
more than once? 
 
Yes – once 
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43. Was the person who did this to you…(select all that apply):  
 
A stranger 
A casual acquaintance 
A dating partner 
A family member, including an unmarried partner living in your home 





Was there anyone else involved in the incident? 
 








45. In the last 12 months, did anyone force you, or attempt to force you to have sex with them?  
Did this happen once or more than once? 
 
Yes – once 
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48. Was the person who did this to you…(select all that apply):  
 
A stranger 
A casual acquaintance 
A dating partner 
A family member, including an unmarried partner living in your home 













50. Did you require medical care as a result of the sexual assault? 
 
Yes, and received 
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51. In your lifetime has anyone ever forced or attempted to force you to have sex with them?  





52. During the past 12 months while in Maine, did you feel threatened by another perso n 
(other than bill collectors, telephone solicitors, or other sales people) as a result of any of 
the following behaviors? (Select all that apply): 
 
Following or spying 
Unsolicited emails/texts/letters 
Unsolicited phone calls 
Waiting/standing outside 
Showing up places 
Leaving unwanted gifts/items 
Spreading rumors 
Other unwanted communication 











54. Was the person or people who did this to you… 
 
A stranger 
A casual acquaintance 
A dating partner 
A family member, including an unmarried partner living in your home 
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57. How long did the behavior last? 
 
Less than a week 
More than a week but  less than a month 
A month or more 




58. During the past 12 months while in Maine, have you been the victim of any other crimes 







59. What was the crime? 
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61. Other than any of those you just mentioned, over the course of your lifetime, have you 
ever been the victim of any of the other crimes in this survey? This would include property 















63. As a result of being a victim of a crime in the last 12 months, have you talked to a 







64. Do you believe you were the victim of a crime due to your race, gender, religion, sexual 







65. Did anyone tell you or your family about your rights as a crime victim, such as what you 
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Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 



















Unmarried partner sharing a home 
Don’t know 
N/A 
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70. What is the highest grade of school or level of education you have completed so far?  
 
8th grade or less 
Some high school, but did not graduate 
High school graduate or GED 
Some college or 2-year degree 
4-year college degree 




71. How many children under the age of 18 live at your current residence? 
 
72. For the year 2014, was your total household income from all sources more than $50,000 or 
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80. In what year were you born? 
81. How long have you lived in Maine? 
 
Less than 5 years 
5-9 years 
10-19 years 
20 years or more 
Don’t know 
N/A 
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82. How long have you lived at your current residence?  (Years) 
83. How long have you lived at your current residence? (Months) 
84. What is your zip code? 







86. Do you have a cell phone? 
87. Do you have a land line phone? 

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About the Muskie School of Public Service 
 
The Muskie School of Public Service is Maine’s distinguished public policy school, combining an 
extensive applied research and technical assistance portfolio with rigorous undergraduate and graduate 
degree programs in geography-anthropology; policy, planning, and management (MPPM); and public 
health (MPH). The school is nationally recognized for applying innovative knowledge to critical issues in 
the fields of sustainable development and health and human service policy and management, and is 
home to the Cutler Institute for Health and Social Policy. 
 
About the Cutler Institute for Health and Social Policy 
 
The Cutler Institute for Health and Social Policy at the Muskie School of Public Service is dedicated to 
developing innovative, evidence-informed, and practical approaches to pressing health and social 
challenges faced by individuals, families, and communities. 
 
About the Maine Statistical Analysis Center 
 
The Maine Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) informs policy development and improvement of practice in 
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